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So the rhetoric in the campaign is 

very much removed from their actions 
in this new Congress. 

They also ignore their pledge to work 
with all sides on issues of importance 
to the American people, to work in a 
bipartisan way. They even go back on 
their pledge and demand for minority 
rights here in this institution. So we 
see hypocrisy from the Democrat ma-
jority. Many would say it is ironic that 
you campaign as a conservative, yet 
come in and govern as a liberal, which 
we are already seeing in just two days 
of Democrat control. 

But, Mr. Speaker, I think the Amer-
ican people are an optimistic and hope-
ful people. We have a new week, we 
have a new day coming where the 
Democrats can change, and I am hope-
ful that they will, that they will go 
back to what they campaigned on that 
the American people endorsed in the 
last election for bipartisanship, for 
openness, for national security and the 
defense of our country, for good strong 
family values, and fiscal sanity. And 
when that happens, I will be happy to 
reach across the aisle and work with 
my colleagues in the Democrat major-
ity to ensure that these things happen. 

But until that day comes, I will point 
out the fact that they are going back 
on their words to the American people, 
and I will not restrain myself from 
calling it as I see it, and I think as the 
way the American people should see it 
as well, that in order to govern effec-
tively you have to fulfill your prom-
ises, you have to make sure it is not 
empty campaign rhetoric, that in fact 
it is a full implementation of the agen-
da that you sought in the election. 

I think the American people want 
change in Washington. I don’t think 
they got change in the last two days, 
though. I think what you saw with this 
new Democrat majority is this same 
type of abuse of power that they had in 
1993, in 1992, through the 1980s and the 
1970s. The majority may be new today, 
but the Democrat chairmen are the 
same as they were 20 years ago, on the 
larger part of the Democrat majority 
and for the larger part of the commit-
tees that they have organized. And the 
policy proposals that they offer going 
forward after this 100-hour proposal 
will be much the same as they offered 
in the early 1990s and the 1980s and the 
1970s. 
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Those policy proposals are pretty 
simple: Raise your taxes, weaken na-
tional defense, and go the opposite way 
on family values. But I hope that we 
can work with moderates on the other 
side of the aisle, moderates on the 
other side of the aisle that are willing 
to look at fiscal sanity, willing to 
stand up for traditional values and 
willing to do the right thing for the 
American people and will work to-
gether. I am very hopeful that we will 
have that opportunity after this 100- 
hour proposal is done. And hopefully, it 
will be done quickly. 

RANDOM THOUGHTS ON THE 
PASSING SCENE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) is recog-
nized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, Mr. 
MCHENRY’s input into this dialogue 
that we have here is essential. I look 
forward to the pugnacious Mr. 
MCHENRY’s deliveries on this floor and 
in committee and before the media 
over the next 2 years of the new 110th 
Congress. 

As always, Mr. Speaker, it is a pro-
found honor and privilege to address 
you on the floor in the United States 
House of Representatives, the people’s 
House. As I bring up this subject mat-
ter that is here before us, I have a se-
ries of things, random thoughts on the 
passing scene, focused on current 
events will be my message here today. 

There are mistakes that are made 
and there are things said and done in 
political campaigns that don’t always 
reflect the wishes or the policy, but 
things are said sometimes to win elec-
tions and then you have to follow 
through on that. 

We have had some standards to look 
back on. The first 100 days of the presi-
dency, many Presidents have made 
their pledge that in the first 100 days 
they are going to move pieces of pol-
icy, and they have endeavored to keep 
those pledges. 

When the Republicans took over the 
majority in 1994, they also made a 
pledge in the first 100 days that they 
would bring, at least bring to a vote a 
series of reform changes called ‘‘Con-
tract With America.’’ Looking back on 
that, and it depends on your analysis 
and definition, but something like two- 
thirds of that agenda was passed into 
law. I believe all of it was voted on in 
this Congress. But yet it was done 
under a regular order. It was done 
under an open process, and it was done 
by bringing the legislation of the Con-
tract With America, which I am com-
paring now to this first 100 hours of the 
new majority’s agenda, comparing 
those two initiatives that were brought 
up in the campaign and the pledges 
that were made. But they were brought 
through in regular order in the Con-
tract With America in 1994. 

Regular order meaning that the bills 
were introduced and they were brought 
to subcommittee where they had a full 
subcommittee hearing and there was 
open debate and there was an oppor-
tunity for Democrats and Republicans 
to offer their amendments into the sub-
committee on each of those pieces of 
legislation. As it came out of sub-
committee, it went to full committee 
where there was an opportunity for the 
full committee members to weigh in. 
As we know, the committees are where 
we have established and developed ex-
pertise. If you look at the chairs and 
also the seasoned veterans on commit-
tees, both Republicans and Democrats, 
and I look at the Judiciary Committee 
where there is a tremendous amount of 
seniority, and I have the honor to serve 

on the House Judiciary Committee, 
there is a replete, not necessarily com-
plete but a very replete body of knowl-
edge within the minds of the members 
of the committee and the staff. And of 
course the history and the resources 
that are there. 

That is why we put legislation 
through the subcommittee and com-
mittee processes so we can weigh in 
with our judgment and bring our indi-
vidual expertise to bear, and we have 
an opportunity to hear from our con-
stituents because they will read the 
language and they will parse the words 
and let us know where the flaws are. 

Mr. Speaker, my first step into pub-
lic life was going from the private sec-
tor, being a construction company 
founder, owner and manager into the 
legislative arena as an Iowa senator. 
And the first thing I learned was the 
law of unintended consequences. 

In other words, you can have a good 
idea and it sounds perfect to you from 
your limited perspective. You can put 
that down into the form of a law, and 
if I were king for a day as a younger 
man, I might have offered some of 
those ideas I had earlier in my political 
career as an edict that I believed 
should have been the law of the land 
and lay that out there and give a bob of 
my scepter and declare that to be law. 
But my mistakes would have been as a 
younger, less experienced man, and 
sometimes still today those mistakes, I 
didn’t understand the law of unin-
tended consequences. I didn’t under-
stand that my ideas needed to be vet-
ted across the spectrum of the other 
people that I served in the State legis-
lature with, and I carry that experi-
ence with me into this Congress. I 
didn’t understanding that I needed to 
float those ideas out to the various 
constituency groups that are there to 
be voices of individuals, and I didn’t 
understand that I needed to float those 
out to individuals and get those ideas 
out in the press and publish my bills so 
that people that are interested can 
look in and weigh in and make phone 
calls, send e-mails and write letters, 
come and visit and lobby as individuals 
or join up with their various constitu-
ency groups that are out there to be 
able to analyze and be a louder voice as 
members of a group so that all of the 
expertise that America has to offer can 
come to bear on the judgments and de-
cisions that we make here in this Con-
gress. 

But that whole process that I have 
described, the process utilized in 1994 
with the Contract With America, that 
entire open, bipartisan process has 
been usurped by this rules package 
that has been brought here to the floor 
of this Congress. We learned essentially 
a new term. I don’t know if anybody in 
this Congress understood it at the 
time. Some did, I imagine, because 
they came up with the effort on the 
rules. 

I came down here to put up my first 
vote on a motion to commit. Now I 
have voted many times on motions to 
recommit. 
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Mr. Speaker, if I may describe that. 

A motion to recommit is a motion that 
says if you bring a bill to the floor and 
then it gets debated here on the floor, 
the motion to recommit says we want 
to recommit it back to committee and 
sometimes recommit it with instruc-
tions back to committee because there 
are Members here in the full House 
that didn’t have an opportunity to 
weigh in on that bill as it came 
through committee. They didn’t sit on 
the appropriate committee, for exam-
ple. So they had a viewpoint that need-
ed to be considered. And if a motion to 
recommit is successful here on the 
floor, that says a majority of the Mem-
bers of the full House of Representa-
tives have concluded that there are 
other ideas that needed to be consid-
ered, send it back to committee with 
instructions so those other ideas can be 
considered. That is a motion to recom-
mit. 

But we voted on a motion to commit, 
not recommit, a motion to commit. A 
motion to commit is send it to com-
mittee. And the reason it is a motion 
to commit rather than a motion to re-
commit is this legislation has not gone 
through committee. It has not gone 
through the subcommittee process or 
the committee process. It simply then 
is legislation that was held very tight. 
I don’t know if it was in a locked brief-
case, but it was something that the 
public and press didn’t have access to. 
Members of Congress didn’t have access 
to it. In fact, I believe many of the 
lower ranking Members of the majority 
party didn’t have access to this legisla-
tion. It was secret legislation that was 
thrust upon us and the only oppor-
tunity that we have is a nondebatable 
motion to commit to committee for 
the first time because it didn’t go 
through the committee process. 

I submit, Mr. Speaker, that is incon-
sistent with the pledge that was made 
throughout the election process and 
throughout the campaign process. 

There are a number of quotes that 
were identified, and I have some of 
them. I don’t have all of them. One of 
them by now-Speaker PELOSI was this, 
and this was on CNN on November 9, so 
2 days after the election. That would 
have been Thursday. She said, ‘‘Demo-
crats are ready to lead, prepared to 
govern.’’ I don’t quibble with that part 
of the statement. But the completion 
of the sentence is, ‘‘ready to lead, pre-
pared to govern, and absolutely willing 
to work in a bipartisan way.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, there is no definition of 
bipartisanship that I can apply to this 
process unless many of the Members of 
the majority party were as shut out of 
this process as the entire minority 
party was. I suspect that is the case. I 
don’t want to parse the language in 
there, I just want to say that the spirit 
and intent of that statement, ‘‘willing 
to work in a bipartisan way’’ has been 
violated here, but maybe not the tech-
nical definition of that. We can expect 
these things because we have a house 
full of lawyers that are good with lan-

guage and they will find a way to con-
volute this language to be able to de-
fend themselves. 

So I point out this process. Motion to 
commit, nondebatable motion. All you 
can do is plead for a recorded vote, and 
that is the only opportunity to voice 
objection, but there is not an oppor-
tunity to improve the legislation. And 
that is really what we need to do, al-
ways, all of us in a bipartisan way, at 
least provide an opportunity for 
amendments in the process. That 
means in the subcommittee process 
and in the full committee process, and 
then here on the floor of the House of 
Representatives in open debate so the 
public can evaluate this process, not a 
secret or closed process, but an open 
process to the public. We owe you that, 
America. We owe you an open and 
clean process and we owe you an open 
dialogue and an open debate. 

If we don’t do that, you will be draw-
ing conclusions such as they don’t be-
lieve in what they are doing enough to 
be able to have an open debate. What 
kind of work is being done here that we 
are not able to have it withstand the 
scrutiny and the criticism that might 
come from the public if it were an open 
process. 

So I will submit, Mr. Speaker, that 
promises get made during campaigns. 
There were many promises made dur-
ing the last campaign that will not be 
kept by the new majority party. But 
the promise that seems to be the one 
that is sacrosanct is the promise that 
in the first 100 hours we will do these 
things. In order to accomplish these 
promises of achievement within the 
first 100 hours, which is comparable to 
the first 100 days in presidential prom-
ises or the promise of the 1994 new ma-
jority, in order to achieve those goals 
and keep those promises, the promise 
we will do it within the first 100 hours, 
the only way to meet that was to take 
this bipartisanship and set it aside and 
suspend it at least temporarily, if not 
permanently, for the 110th Congress, 
and to set aside the subcommittee 
process and set aside the committee 
process. 

We have one more avenue here that 
there can be an open forum, and that is 
the rules process. At least a member 
can bring an amendment to the Rules 
Committee, explain their amendment 
in open forum and ask for a vote on 
their amendment as to whether that 
amendment can be allowed to be con-
sidered here on the floor of the House 
of Representatives. 

I was astonished there were this 
many amendments when I came here as 
a freshman a couple of Congresses ago. 
I was astonished that there were so 
many amendments that were turned 
down, that did not see the light of day. 
But there was an opportunity to 
present them to the Rules Committee, 
and I did that many times and I got 
turned down many times as a member 
of the majority party. But we don’t 
even have a rules process that is open 
enough that you can present your 
amendments to the Rules Committee. 

In fact, I believe the Rules Com-
mittee, as an example already, will not 
be meeting, it will simply be a decision 
that is made by the leadership of the 
majority party, and the recorded votes 
of the Rules Committee will be secret. 
That is part of this package, as I un-
derstand it, too, Mr. Speaker. 

So of all of the promises that will be 
broken, the one that should be broken 
is the one that is sacrosanct, the prom-
ise of accomplishment in the first 100 
hours. If we could just look at that and 
say we understand your motive, but 
this is not conducive to bipartisanship 
or open process; in fact, it is not condu-
cive to good legislation because the 
good ideas of Democrats and Repub-
licans are shut out of this process. 

I will just ask this of now-Speaker 
PELOSI: Why don’t you just break one 
promise instead of a series that will ul-
timately be broken, and break that 
promise about 100 hours so that you 
can keep your promise about biparti-
sanship, and keep your promises about 
an open process and ethical process. 
That is far more important to the 
American people than a promise to ac-
complish certain legislative endeavors 
within the first 100 hours. 

This 100 hours is meaningless to the 
American people. All of this has to go 
over to the Senate. The Senate has to 
be willing to take it up. The Senate has 
to be able to vote cloture on some of 
this, and I think it will be filibustered, 
and it has to get to the President for 
signature. Timing is not as essential, it 
is the policy that is important. It is 
important to have an open process, it 
is important that we weigh in and that 
amendments be allowed to be offered 
and that they be considered and that 
they be voted on so the American peo-
ple can have confidence in this process. 
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And sometimes, sometimes, this 
body, this great deliberative body of 
the people’s House, will reach the right 
decisions. In fact, I believe often we 
will. When we do so with public debate 
and an open process, we reach the right 
decision for the right policy for Amer-
ica and we also reach it by using the 
right reasons, the reasons of open dia-
logue that allow people’s positions and 
their knowledge to come to that de-
bate. 

Sometimes we will make the wrong 
decision, and when we do that, if we 
have open dialogue and open debate, 
then at least it is arguable that we 
have arrived at the wrong decision, but 
at least we followed the right process, 
and we can’t fault the reasoning on 
how we get there. 

I would compare Gerald R. Ford, and 
may he rest in peace, Gerald R. Ford, 
whom we said good-bye to within this 
past week, the man who came to the 
Presidency after having served 25 years 
here, Mr. Speaker, in the House of Rep-
resentatives, a man who was almost 
without guile as President. A President 
who made decisions at a time when we 
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needed someone who had absolute in-
tegrity. The person who had con-
fidence, the confidence and the en-
dorsement of Democrats and Repub-
licans at the time, Mr. Speaker. And 
with Gerald R. Ford as President, when 
he made a decision, when I agreed with 
him and he laid out his reasoning and 
his rationale, when he made the right 
decision, he made it for the right rea-
son. 

He thoughtfully deliberated on the 
components of the information, the 
interactivity of them and what the re-
sult would be and what the constitu-
tional foundation was on that decision. 
And he made his decision, and he told 
us why. And that established con-
fidence in the integrity and the judg-
ment, in the intellect, and the char-
acter and in the faith of Gerald R. 
Ford. 

When he made the wrong decision, 
and I will just say when I disagreed 
with him would be my definition of the 
wrong decision, he still laid out his ar-
gument. And when he laid out his argu-
ment, I could not fault him for using 
the wrong criteria. It was well thought 
out. He made his arguments well. When 
we disagreed, I would have a different 
argument. 

But those kinds of debates that he 
had within himself, he earned that re-
spect of us for President Ford. That 
kind of deliberation, that kind of integ-
rity so far in the 110th Congress is non-
existent because there hasn’t been an 
opportunity to have that debate on any 
of this that has come to this at this 
point and the rules deny there be that 
kind of debate and deliberation in the 
future. 

So I talked about the new motion, 
still it was in the rules, but a motion 
to commit. New to use. You will hear a 
discussion, Mr. Speaker, about PAYGO. 
PAYGO means pay as you go. It means 
something different to Democrats than 
it does to Republicans. And I will say 
that when Republicans talk about 
PAYGO, we mean we want to pay as we 
go, as do Democrats, but we believe we 
should constrain spending and slow the 
growth in government and we should 
find ways for reconciliation and maybe 
do a rescissions package so that we can 
rachet this spending down to keep it 
within the revenue stream. 

We believe that the Bush tax cuts 
have absolutely flat out been proven to 
stimulate this economy. Revenue is up. 
Revenue has increased significantly 
since the Bush tax cuts were put in 
place. That is why our deficit has been 
reduced. It is because revenue has gone 
beyond our expectations. But the 
PAYGO argument for me is I want to 
slow this growth in spending so that we 
can get the size of our Federal Govern-
ment back in line with the size of our 
revenue stream. 

For example, last year there were 
mistakes made by the majority party 
in the last couple, three Congresses. I 
believe that there was too much money 
that was spent, Mr. Speaker, and I 
think that we should have shut that 

down earlier. I was surprised when I 
came to this Congress as a freshman in 
January of 2003 that there wasn’t a bal-
anced budget that I could simply en-
dorse, jump on, and go to work with. It 
was a condition where we were dealing 
with the reality of the politics rather 
than the necessity of balancing the 
budget. 

And in order to produce a balanced 
budget, I would have had to create my 
own with my new staff, who didn’t 
really have that time and under-
standing of this overall 2.7 or $2.8 tril-
lion national budget. But things crept 
away from a balanced budget, and we 
know why. We know there was the 
bursting of the dot-com bubble that 
took place and it was necessary, and I 
could go into that perhaps on another 
date, Mr. Speaker. 

And we also know that we faced an 
attack on September 11 that shut down 
our financial industry and that the ef-
fort was to turn our United States 
economy into a tailspin. It needed to 
be brought out of that nosedive, and 
the tax cuts that we passed brought it 
back up out of that nosedive. We knew 
that we had to engage in a global war 
on terror and it was going to cost hun-
dreds of billions of dollars to be able to 
defend Americans that had been killed 
in greater numbers on our soil than 
ever at any time in history, and we set 
about to do that. 

So three big things sent us into a def-
icit: the bursting of the dot-com bub-
ble, the attack on September 11, and 
the necessity to fund the effort in a 
global war on terror. Those three 
things. And as the stimulants took 
place on the tax cuts, it has taken a 
little while to get them to take hold, 
but there is no argument that this 
economy is the strongest and most 
powerful economy that I have experi-
enced in my lifetime, and it is measur-
able by a lot of different ways. Any-
thing that goes up and is good for the 
economy is up. Anything that goes 
down that is good for the economy is 
down, and the opposite is also true. 

This has been a powerfully strong 
economy with growth in something 
like 18 of 19 previous quarters, and all 
of that growth has been up around the 
3 percent level. So this economy has 
been powerful, and this growth has 
been really a great position to be in to 
be able to say let us let the economy 
grow us out of this. Let us slow this 
growth of balance. Let us balance this 
budget. 

But let us not balance it, Mr. Speak-
er, with tax increases. That is what 
PAYGO means to Democrats. The tax 
cuts have provided the growth in our 
revenue stream. Tax increases will di-
minish the growth in our revenue 
stream. But their idea of pay-as-you-go 
is to increase taxes and increase spend-
ing, as we heard Mr. MCHENRY say, to 
the tune of $800 million in this pack-
age. That $800 million won’t be paid for 
by cuts in other line items in any sig-
nificant way. That, in their mind, is 
paid for by tax increases. 

As has been stipulated by the new in-
coming chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee, Mr. RANGEL of New 
York, none of the Bush tax cuts he 
would say he would support or endorse. 
And as you listened to him respond 
across the media airwaves, it always 
came back to the only way that you 
could characterize his position was we 
are going to increase taxes. 

When you increase taxes, you slow 
this economy. Ronald Reagan once said 
what you tax you get less of. What you 
tax you get less of, and what you sub-
sidize you get more of. But I want to 
talk about the what-you-tax-you-get- 
less-of component of that, a very wise 
statement of President Reagan’s, and 
that is in our infinite lack of wisdom 
here in the United States of America, 
Mr. Speaker, we tax all productivity in 
America. 

In fact, the Federal Government has 
the first lien on all productivity in 
America. And you can measure that by 
personal income tax, corporate income 
tax, capital gains, taxes on interest in-
come, taxes on dividend income, taxes 
on your pension, taxes on your Social 
Security. I am forgetting some of those 
taxes. How about your savings and in-
vestment? Any way you can describe 
productivity, the Federal Government 
is there to tax it; so we get less produc-
tivity because we tax our productivity 
in America, and Democrats are poised 
to increase the taxes on our produc-
tivity. What you tax you get less of. 

If you are paying a 10 percent income 
tax and you are making $50,000 a year 
and they want to raise that tax up to 
let’s just say 50 percent, why in the 
world would you try to increase your 
revenue stream by 50 percent if your 
taxes are going to go up by the average 
of 50 percent and 10 percent, say, 
roughly 30 percent on average? That 
will not happen in the minds of the 
American people. That is why orga-
nized economies never work. That is 
why Marxism has failed. That is why 
socialized economies, managed econo-
mies, have always failed. Free enter-
prise has been the thing that has pro-
vided incentives so that people could 
produce all they could produce and 
they had an incentive to be able to 
keep the max amount possible and still 
be able to provide the services that are 
necessary to hold our sovereign state 
together. 

Democrats want to raise taxes to bal-
ance the budget. Republicans want to 
cut spending to balance the budget. 

So last year I put together the for-
mula that would get us to a balanced 
budget. And if we just wanted to do it 
all at once, we need to be looking at 
what that balanced budget was to do 
that all at once. And we say, first of 
all, there is nondiscretionary spending. 
This is the kind of spending that is al-
ready in the formula, that is, what it is 
going to cost for Social Security, what 
it is going to cost for Medicaid, what it 
is going to cost for Medicare. That is 
most of them, those formulas that are 
automatic transfer payments that are 
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already set up in the equation. That is 
nondiscretionary spending. Many peo-
ple think you can’t affect that. That 
we shouldn’t change it, maybe adjust 
the rules in such a way that there 
would be fewer recipients or fewer dol-
lars of Medicaid, for example. 

That needs to be addressed, and we 
have tried to address entitlement 
spending. That is that nondis-
cretionary spending and the other 
phrase for it: you are entitled to Social 
Security. You are entitled to Medicare. 
You are entitled to Medicaid. But the 
rules of those entitlements are in the 
code today, and those rules are some-
thing that can be changed and ad-
justed. And I am not here to talk about 
how to do that specifically, although I 
do have some ideas on how to approach 
that, but we need to address entitle-
ment spending. 

That was the President’s effort when 
he came out right after his second in-
augural address and traveled the coun-
tryside and spoke about reforming So-
cial Security. That operation will col-
lapse at some point unless we have the 
political courage to touch that third 
rail and fix it. That is an entitlement. 

Another one is Medicare. Being from 
the State that is last in the Nation in 
Medicare receipts on a per capita basis, 
there is much that must be done to 
help our people out who are on the 
short end of that stick. But entitle-
ment spending is a component of this. 
They want to increase taxes rather 
than adjust entitlement spending. And 
the more they can grow entitlement 
spending, the more they can take us 
into socialism. And I don’t want to 
have a managed economy. I want to 
have a free enterprise market econ-
omy. That is what I came here to pro-
mote and defend. 

PAYGO for Democrats is raise taxes; 
PAYGO for Republicans is cut spend-
ing. And last year for the 2007 fiscal 
year, which much of that is still ahead 
of us, we could have left entitlements 
in place. We could have left defense 
spending in place at the appropriated 
levels that we have now and done non-
defense discretionary spending. That is 
the rest of the budget that I haven’t 
mentioned. 

Mr. Speaker, nondefense discre-
tionary spending could have been ap-
propriated at the term of 95 percent of 
what it was for the 2006 fiscal year and 
we would have had a balanced budget. 

Some of the Democrats have pledged 
to support a balanced budget that does 
not include increasing taxes, that does 
include reduction of spending in non-
defense discretionary, that discre-
tionary spending that doesn’t put our 
Nation at risk. Ninety-five percent of 
the 2006 fiscal year, that doesn’t mean 
an increase. That actually means a de-
crease of 5 percent in funding. 

Well, if I have a family budget and 
all of a sudden I look around and I 
think I am going into debt here and I 
guess I am not going to be in a position 
to pass that debt along to my children, 
and we should not be, then we need to 

be willing to live within our means. 
And whatever your means are, most of 
us, if we had to look back and think we 
can have a balanced family budget if 
we would just reduce our overall spend-
ing down to 95 percent of what it was 
last year, we would willingly make 
that adjustment, recognizing that we 
haven’t been as responsible as we 
should have been, and made the budget 
adjustment. 

That is the kind of PAYGO we need 
to do in this Congress. We need a bal-
anced budget here, yes, Mr. Speaker, 
but not PAYGO with tax increases. Pay 
as you go without tax increases. That 
is the Steve King position, and I be-
lieve that will be a core position on the 
part of many of the Republicans. 

b 1545 

Another way that we can adjust, ad-
dress spending, is the earmark reform. 
I have been in strong support of ear-
mark reform. I have stepped in and 
voted for 16 of the 17 that Congressman 
FLAKE brought to the floor of this Con-
gress in the 109th Congress, but I don’t 
think that really does the job. They 
are pieces that I agree with. 

But I want to do some real reform 
here, Mr. Speaker, and I am prepared 
to introduce a bill. It is a bill that I in-
troduced last year. 

The problem is this, we talk about 
giving the President a line item veto, 
so that when there is spending that 
comes out, and maybe you want to talk 
about the Bridge to Nowhere, that is 
one of those issues that has been raised 
up as a earmark. Well, if the Bridge to 
Nowhere comes up, or the Cowgirl Hall 
of Fame comes up or some of these 
other earmarks that have been rather 
notorious in the media, we would ask 
the President, under a presidential line 
item veto to veto that, take it out of 
the budget, save that $273 million or 
whatever the number might be for any 
of those items, or $1 million line item 
veto to maybe study the nocturnal 
habits of the salamander, or whatever 
it might be. You know some of those, 
Mr. Speaker, they have been out in the 
news. 

These are earmarks that get slipped 
in, generally at the committee level, as 
the bill is being drafted. It comes out 
here. No Member of Congress has an 
opportunity to evaluate those ear-
marks, nor an opportunity to bring an 
amendment that could strike those 
earmarks from the bill. They arrive in 
a compromised fashion often as a con-
ference committee report that comes 
back in the negotiations between the 
House and the Senate. 

It comes to the floor. We have got to 
vote on it to move to keep the govern-
ment operating, and what happens is, 
there are line items in there that have 
been earmarked by people who are in-
side that conference committee, and 
these Members of Congress here, Demo-
crats and Republicans, are held ac-
countable for voting ‘‘yes’’ or ‘‘no’’ on 
pork projects that they didn’t know 
was in the bill. 

I would illustrate it this way, when I 
first came to this Congress, there was a 
3,600 page omnibus spending bill. I was 
only here about 3 days, or maybe even 
two, and that bill came to the floor of 
this Congress, and 20 minutes after it 
was made available to my staff to 
evaluate, the final vote went up here 
on the floor of the House of Represent-
atives. 

That process meant that I was ac-
countable for all of those earmarks 
that were in that omnibus spending 
bill, those 3,600 pages. It is one thing to 
try to evaluate a bill and read what’s 
in it, it is not possible within the time 
we had, but it is at least possible to 
evaluate something that is in the bill. 

Try and find, Mr. Speaker, something 
that is not in the bill. Try and look 
through 3,600 pages to determine that 
there are omissions as well as the 
issues, the earmarks that are in the 
bill. 

This process does need to be more 
open, so I have drafted the CUT Act, 
and it is cut unnecessary tab, and the 
tab references, if you have a tab in an 
eating or drinking establishment, we 
want to cut this tab. 

I believe this, that Members of Con-
gress need to have a legitimate oppor-
tunity to have their own line item 
veto. I think every Member of this Con-
gress should be able to offer an amend-
ment to a bill that strikes out the line 
items of their choice under an open 
rule. 

So the CUT Act does this, Mr. Speak-
er, it allows once a quarter, four times 
a year, for a bill to come to the floor 
under an open rule, and it may just be 
a shell bill, it may not have a single 
line item strike in it, but it allows 
under an open rule any and every Mem-
ber to bring forth their list of objec-
tionable spending, objectionable ear-
marks, and have them offer those ear-
mark strikes. 

All it would do is be a rescissions bill 
that reduces spending, and the reduc-
tion in that spending goes to address 
the deficit. When the deficit is ad-
dressed, then it goes back into the gen-
eral fund, which ultimately reduces our 
national debt, gives every Member of 
this Congress an opportunity to have a 
line item veto of their own offered to 
all Members of Congress. 

So let us say there is a crazy appro-
priation out here that got slipped into 
a bill. It will surely happen, Mr. Speak-
er, it will happen hundreds and perhaps 
thousands of times. Let us just say 
that the blogosphere out there is lit up, 
that people go to their Web pages, and 
they scrutinize the work that we do. 
We need to give them a lot of access to 
do that because they are the next 
watch dogs on this Congress. 

It used to be that the watch dogs sat 
in this gallery, and many do, and I am 
glad they are here, but then as those 
watch dogs were also up here in the 
press corps, and then the press wrote, 
and it got into the newspapers, and 
sometimes, weeks later, had got out 
into the press in the corners of the 
United States of America. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 04:14 Jan 06, 2007 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00045 Fmt 0636 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K05JA7.077 H05JAPT1cc
ol

em
an

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

P
C

75
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH104 January 5, 2007 
Well, now we are real-time. We are 

real-time, and it has been press real- 
time for a long time, but it is even bet-
ter now because we have an Internet, 
we have a blogosphere. Let us just say 
that there is a completely objection-
able earmark that has been slipped in 
by a committee chairman, or maybe an 
agreement with a ranking member, 
that comes out of a conference com-
mittee, and it comes down to the floor 
of this Congress. 

Let us just pick the nocturnal habits 
of salamanders for $10 million, to have 
a subject here that we can talk about 
and understand. Well, we don’t really 
need to understand the nocturnal hab-
its of salamanders, at least at that 
kind of experience to the taxpayers. 
But whatever the motivation was that 
put it in there, we will not see it. We 
will not have time to read the bill. But 
that bill then, once it passes a con-
ference report, goes to the President, 
and he will sign that bill, because there 
are many things in there that we must 
have to keep the government oper-
ating, and now we have got $10 million 
wasted on the nocturnal habits of sala-
manders. 

There is nothing Congress can do 
about it, we have done it. We have been 
complicit, our rules have been 
complicit in allowing these things to 
happen, not just with this earmark, 
Mr. Speaker, but hundreds and even 
thousands of them. My CUT Act allows 
this, it allows a Member to stand up on 
the first day of the quarter, hopefully 
it will be the leader and the leaders, 
and they will say, I have a bill at the 
desk made in order under the rule, and 
this bill is the CUT Act bill, then that 
allows the shell bill to come up like an 
appropriations bill, only this is a 
deappropriations bill, a rescissions bill, 
that every amendment that strikes 
spending by line item is in order, and 
the Members can flock over here to the 
Capitol, and being responsive to their 
constituents, being responsive to their 
constituency groups, being responsive 
to the bloggers out there, that have 
gone down through this legislation, 
have read every single line item, have 
read the details and the nuances of it, 
read every details and the nuances of 
it; and then, these Members of Con-
gress can come here, offer their amend-
ments to strike the $10 million that 
would be spent for the nocturnal habits 
of salamanders, and you can add line 
after item after line item, strike after 
strike to that. 

When that happens, we will have an 
open process, a process that will allow 
for the people of the United States of 
America to weigh in on our appropria-
tions that we are doing here. 

That, Mr. Speaker, is a description of 
how the CUT Act works. A lot of us 
would like to see the President with a 
legitimate and effective line item veto. 
But I believe this Congress deserves a 
legitimate and an effective line item 
veto. It is why I put a lot of research 
into this, I have examined it, I have 
floated it out to the various constitu-

ency groups. I have asked them for 
their input because I don’t want to 
have unintended consequences. I want 
to be able to provide a process here 
that is good for the future of America, 
an open process, a process that gives 
everybody in this Congress a line item 
veto, at least to offer the amendment. 

When that bill passes off this floor, 
and I don’t envision just eliminating 
$10 million on the nocturnal habits of 
salamanders, I envision there to be 25 
or 50 or 100 or 300 or more line items 
that are accumulated into that bill 
that are struck. Because individually, 
they will not be able to withstand the 
scrutiny of the majority of the Mem-
bers of Congress, because you, the peo-
ple of America, and the American peo-
ple, I should say, actually, Mr. Speak-
er, will insist that we be fiscally re-
sponsible and that we not waste 
money. 

So let us just say that there are now 
100 line items strikes, each one of them 
representing an amendment to the CUT 
Act bill that is in order, and that $10 
million to the nocturnal habits of sala-
manders is the first one, and that saves 
the taxpayers $10 million. We go right 
down the list of those things that you 
know about, Mr. Speaker, those things 
that are in the media, strike after 
strike after strike, and we have now 
accumulated 100 different strikes, line 
item vetoes, and out of those 100, there 
is in there, perhaps, let us pick a round 
number, $1 billion. Now this bill, then, 
passes off this House of Representa-
tives, and it goes over to the Senate, 
where we ask them to take it up. 

We cannot write their rules, Mr. 
Speaker, but we can ask them to take 
up a bill that we pass here, a rescis-
sions package that has the full support 
of the American people that cuts $1 bil-
lion out of our spending that reduces 
our deficit and when, successfully, we 
are at the balanced budget level, pays 
down the national debt. 

That is the CUT Act, Mr. Speaker. 
That is a line item veto for Members of 
Congress. That is Congressional ac-
countability. That is the kinds of 
things that we need to have an oppor-
tunity to debate here on the floor of 
this Congress when we kick off this 
110th. That is the kind of amendment 
that has been shut out of this process, 
not just out of the process of sub-
committee and committee, but shut 
out of even being presented at the 
Rules Committee so that there can be 
access to the media for the debate, the 
deliberation, and so that there will be 
people that can be held accountable for 
their vote when they decide they don’t 
want this kind of an open process. 

I submit that there is no desire for 
this open process on the part of the 
majority. I believe that I need to con-
tinue to beat this drum, and I will. 

To package the PAYGO argument up 
and move on to the next component of 
this, PAYGO, for Republicans is, con-
trol and constrain spending to achieve 
a balanced you budget, no new taxes, 
less spending, balanced budget, fiscally 

responsible, PAYGO for Democrats is 
buy what you need to, spend what you 
need to pass by your Members, raise 
taxes, so that you can say that you bal-
anced the budget. 

That will work until you kill the 
goose that lays the golden egg, what 
you tax you will get less of. We will get 
less tax gas production in America as 
taxes increase. That means then that 
there will be less revenue coming in, 
coming off of the production in Amer-
ica, and eventually this economy will 
be constrained. It will shrink, and we 
will have, we will finally kill the goose 
that lays the golden egg. We will have 
to come back around, reduce tax again, 
stimulate again, do what we did in the 
aftermath of September 11 to reduce 
tax, do it in the Reagan way, do it in 
the John F. Kennedy way, the Reagan 
way, the George W. Bush way, those 
things, those tax reductions have al-
ways increased and stimulated our 
economy. That doesn’t seem to be 
something that is within the scope of 
understanding on the other side, be-
cause there is a different agenda. It is 
a socialization agenda. 

So, that is the description of PAYGO, 
Mr. Speaker. Now, the next component 
that I want to talk about within this 
rules package is the idea of ethics re-
form. Ethics reform, I agree, we needed 
to reform some ethics. We didn’t do 
enough in the 109th Congress to reform 
ethics. We did things that were, I 
thought, window dressing. 

My view on ethics is that, I men-
tioned the bloggers a little bit earlier. 
We need to give the American people 
sunlight. They have got to have sun-
light on this process. That means that 
we should not have rules that are writ-
ten and reports that are written in 
such a way that the information is dif-
ficult to access, or difficult to under-
stand, or impossible to legitimately 
analyze and draw real black and white 
conclusions. 

But in truth, that is the system that 
we have today, and it is the system 
that has been improved some over the 
years, but it has got a ways to go. The 
system that I would submit is under a 
package that I have offered called the 
Sunlight bill. That means that I want 
a light on the things that we do. 

I think that we live in a fishbowl 
anyway, all 435 of us, we are scruti-
nized by the press whenever we show up 
in public, we are recognized, and that 
is great, it is flattering. It is a tremen-
dous honor to be able to represent the 
people here in the United States House 
of Representatives. The trade-off for 
that is you don’t get a lot of privacy. 
The requirement for that is that you 
report your finances, for example, and 
that we report our campaign finances, 
as well as our personal finances, and we 
report our financial dealings. That in-
cludes real estate transactions, pur-
chases. 

But we have a system that is not 
open. We have a system that is not ac-
cessible. We have a system that is not 
really sortable, and it is vague enough 
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that you can’t draw clear conclusions 
from that reporting system that we 
have. I have offered the Sunlight Act 
to fix all of that and to make it more, 
and I am going to say far more, acces-
sible to the American people. 

First and the easiest one to deal with 
is the Federal Election Commission re-
porting. Now, all of us have to go out 
and raise money in order to get elected 
to this Congress. Money is a necessity 
for the people to express their freedom 
of speech. If we don’t raise the money, 
eventually someone will spend a lot of 
money. No matter what our level of in-
tegrity is, you cannot sustain a seat in 
the House of Representatives if you are 
not willing to go out and raise some 
money and be able to advertise on a po-
litical campaign. 

It is unfortunate. I don’t know that 
it was envisioned by our Founding Fa-
thers, but it is necessary. Mr. Speaker, 
if we concede the point that money has 
to be raised by Members of Congress, 
and it does, then we also need to dis-
cuss, and I believe, concede the point 
that we should have full reporting of 
our campaign finances, and we do have 
a law that requires full reporting, and 
I don’t want to imply that that doesn’t 
exist, it is just that the reporting isn’t 
necessarily in real-time. 

b 1600 

It isn’t necessarily in a format that 
is accessible. So if it is not accessible, 
easily accessible, then it is not as full 
as the reporting should be. The Sun-
light Act asks this, that the Federal 
Election Commission reporting, our 
campaign finances, be reported in real- 
time. And it sets up some parameters 
on how much time you have if you re-
ceive some revenue from an individual 
or from a PAC, the timing of that is a 
little looser until you get down to the 
last 30 days of a campaign. In the last 
30 days the Sunlight Act requires that 
you file those campaign contributions 
every 24 hours, every single day, the 
last 30 days, you file those campaign 
revenues. Somebody hands you a 
check, that gets deposited, but it gets 
reported the same business day. That is 
not too much to ask when you have 
that kind of flurry going on. We have 
to do a lot of things on a real-time 
basis, and that is one of them. 

But that is only, but to report that, 
to report it to the FEC and have the 
FEC bring that report out in their own 
good time, in a time that it is not pos-
sible for the public to understand 
where the monies come from, and we 
agree, I believe, that utilization of 
funds to advance a candidacy or to ad-
vance a cause are political speech, but 
free speech. 

So if funds are speech, and the re-
porting of those funds is an open proc-
ess, it needs to be in a timely fashion. 
So say if there were, what if there hap-
pened to be an entity out there that 
was one who was rejected by Demo-
crats and Republicans but put a lot of 
money in a campaign and that didn’t 
show up until after the election, 

Madam Speaker. But the public, had 
they known that, might have voted for 
the candidate who didn’t receive those 
funds. That is my argument as to why 
we need to have real-time reporting. 

But I want to take this back to the 
blogosphere. We have people out there 
that have their blogs and they are 
watching the mainstream news media. 
They are interacting with other blogs. 
They have their information conduits 
that come from whatever their access 
points are. Maybe they happen to be in 
politics, or maybe they are just a pun-
dit that is well wired and well con-
nected. And they might see informa-
tion that the rest of the country 
doesn’t see. That is how news is gath-
ered. So the bloggers are gathering the 
news and they are writing their opin-
ions and sometimes they are taking in-
formation and then sorting it in a fash-
ion that people can use it and they can 
understand it. 

I submit that we should submit our-
selves, Madam Speaker, to the scrutiny 
of the blogosphere; that we should have 
FEC reporting, campaign finance re-
porting in real-time in a searchable, 
sortable, downloadable format that 
will allow anyone out there in America 
that has access to a computer or to the 
Internet to go click on that informa-
tion, if they want to know where STEVE 
KING’S revenue stream came from, 
download that into a database that you 
can sort. 

If you want to sort it alphabetically, 
sort it alphabetically. If you want to 
sort it by dollars, biggest contribution 
down to smallest, do that. If you want 
to sort it by date, do that. If you want 
to sort it by name, do that. But we 
should put that information out to the 
public so that you can scrutinize, in 
the public, where our campaign funds 
come from, so that you can evaluate 
sometimes the positions that we take. 
Because if they can be indexed to the 
influence of money, you need to hold us 
accountable. We owe you our best judg-
ment. 

We don’t owe the public a vote that 
is a bought vote. And the public needs 
to have an opportunity to identify if 
there is someone who is influenced too 
much by money, and it needs to happen 
in real-time. It needs to happen every 
single day 30 days prior to an election. 
That is part of the Sunlight Act, to 
shed light on our Federal Election 
Commission reporting, real-time, 
Internet accessible, downloadable, 
searchable, sortable database so that 
the American public has access. 

Now, Madam Speaker, that would 
take care of the reporting on our FEC 
documents. Essential open process, put 
me in the fish bowl, make it real-time. 
I am already in the fish bowl. Let’s be 
honest and open about it and we will 
get these adjustments made, and they 
will be made by the people out there in 
the country, and that is where it 
should be. 

The next part of this that needs re-
form even more, Madam Speaker, is 
our personal financial reporting from 

an ethics perspective. And I will reit-
erate that when a Member of Congress 
files a financial disclosure form and 
files it under the ethics rules that are 
there, they sign that document and 
pledge that it is true and accurate and 
done so within the rules and the guide-
lines of ethics. And to violate that, to 
willfully violate that and falsely report 
is a felony. It is a felony. It is worse to 
report wrong data on your ethics than 
it is to come into the United States il-
legally. It is a felony to report inac-
curate information willfully on our fi-
nancial disclosure forms. 

But we have ranges of financial re-
porting, ranges that, not all of them 
committed to memory, and I didn’t 
come down here prepared to go through 
them component by component. But I 
can just give some examples off the top 
of my head, Madam Speaker. And it 
works kind of this way. If you have li-
abilities, I am speaking again in gen-
eral terms, not to the specific numbers 
within their financial reporting. If you 
have liabilities, perhaps between zero 
and $100,000, you put a little X in that 
column on this little kind of little 
spread sheet but it is a paper spread 
sheet. So you put an X in there and 
say, well, I owe somewhere between 
zero and $100,000. Or maybe you say I 
have no liabilities. And if you have as-
sets that might be within $250,000 and 
$750,000, you put a little X in that box. 

Well, then if you want to analyze 
what somebody is worth, you might 
have $100,000 worth of debt and they 
might have no more than $250,000 worth 
of assets, but you can’t determine if 
they have no liability or $100,000 worth 
of liability and you can’t determine 
whether they have $250,000 worth of as-
sets or $750,000 worth of assets. And so 
as people go up the line in their report-
ing, the difference, the dollars in dis-
parity get greater and greater and 
greater to the extent that, Madam 
Speaker, we have a Member seated in 
this Congress who reported low six dig-
its in net worth assets 5 years earlier, 
and then 5 years later, showed up with 
somewhere between $6.4 million and $25 
million in net worth. How does a per-
son make $6 million in assets or, ex-
cuse me, in net worth value over a pe-
riod of 5 years on the salary of a Mem-
ber of Congress? How could a person ex-
pand that from $6.4 million on up to $25 
million. Those questions cannot be le-
gitimately answered without the De-
partment of Justice and search war-
rants and Ryder trucks and filing cabi-
nets loaded up to take into the inves-
tigation and computers being picked up 
and brought in and a massive financial 
analysis to figure out what really was 
going on. Were there taxpayer dollars 
that were pouring into this? Was there 
a Member of Congress that was enrich-
ing himself at the expense of the tax-
payers? That is why we have the re-
porting of our finances. 

But the ranges that are in there don’t 
allow for the public to see that early 
enough to be able to call that question, 
get it into the media and bring that 
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Member into bay so that it doesn’t get 
completely out of hand. This one, from 
my viewpoint, looks like it is com-
pletely out of hand, and I think it is 
going to take more than months yet 
for Justice to be able to do complete 
scrutiny of this and find out what real-
ly happened. 

But if that Member that I am ref-
erencing, and if every Member, and I 
am speaking about every Member in 
this Congress, were required to put 
down exactly the dollar amount of 
their liabilities and exactly the dollar 
amounts of their assets so that you 
could look at their net worth, and un-
derstand that there is an amount of ap-
preciation that might come with real 
estate investment. There might be an 
amount of appreciation that comes 
with stock options and investments. 
That needs to be reported. That should 
be traceable and trackable, and we 
should be required to put down exact 
dollar amounts, not ranges. Not a 
range of $5 to $25 million. If I were in 
that range, it is a lot of difference be-
tween being worth $5 million and $25 
million. Where did the money come 
from is the reason that we have to re-
port our finances. 

The American people, Madam Speak-
er, do not have access to that informa-
tion. That allows unethical Members of 
Congress to hide the worth that they 
may have been gathering in a fashion 
that is less than ethical. I believe we 
need to have sunlight on all of the fi-
nancial proceedings, not just our Fed-
eral Election Commission reporting, 
not just our campaign side, but on our 
personal side as we are required today, 
but not in a range, not in a range of $5 
to $25 million, not in a range of zero to 
$100 now, or $250,000 to $750,000, but in a 
range that is to the nearest dollar. 

Exact reporting, and, Madam Speak-
er, do so in real-time. Do so in a 
downloadable, searchable, sortable 
database format, so that the bloggers 
out there, or anyone who has access to 
the Internet, be it a public library or 
their laptop on the bus or whether it is 
their hard-wired computer that sits in 
their basement, can sit down and say, I 
think I have been watching somebody 
here that is my Member of Congress. I 
don’t know how they are doing so well. 
I am hearing rumors out here. Let’s see 
what’s really happened and go look and 
see, if we are going to be an open proc-
ess, let’s be an open process. Let’s put 
sunlight on everything that we do in 
this Congress, Madam Speaker. 

Let’s put real-time reporting, 
downloadable, searchable, sortable for-
mats on our FEC reporting for our 
campaign funds. Let’s do that same 
thing for our personal finances. Let’s 
open this up to the American people. 
Let them scrutinize our finances and 
the movement of our finances so that if 
some Member can be in here in the 
year 2000 with a net worth of perhaps 
$100,000, and in the year 2005 have a net 
worth of $6.4 million, or more, the 
American public can ask the question, 
why. Why did that take that kind of 

jump? It is not something that can be 
analyzed or justified unless there are 
special conditions. Those conditions, 
those circumstances have not been ad-
dressed at this point. I believe we need 
sunlight on everything that we do, sun-
light on our campaign stream, sunlight 
on our personal finances. 

And while we are shedding light on 
what is going on here in the Chamber, 
Madam Speaker, it is a bit of a surprise 
to many of us who come into this Con-
gress to walk down here on the floor of 
Congress and hear a debate going on 
and it doesn’t seem to be fitting with 
the debate we were watching on C– 
SPAN on the television in our office in 
the 5-minute walk over here. Things 
have changed. And you can walk on the 
floor of this Congress and thinking you 
are coming to weigh in on the debate of 
H. Res. 5 and find out you are debating 
H.R. 3495. 

Now, neither one of those bills has a 
name in my mind. But we have names 
for these bills too that help describe 
what it is we are debating. And we are 
sitting in this technological era, where 
I have just called for real-time access 
for financial reporting of the Members 
of Congress, but the people that are sit-
ting in the gallery here in this House of 
Representatives, Madam Speaker, un-
less they have got some kind of ear 
piece in them or some kind of a Black-
Berry that they are allowed to have 
and I don’t know that they are, that 
can tell them what is going on here on 
the floor of Congress they will not 
know when they walk in this Chamber 
what this debate is all about. 

They will not know the bill that is 
before us. They will not know the 
amendment we are discussing. They 
will not know why some of the rhetoric 
doesn’t match the language of the bill 
and the intent of the subject we are 
talking about. They can’t know, 
Madam Speaker, because there isn’t a 
single sign around this Chamber that 
tells the people that come into the gal-
lery to witness the people’s House what 
it is we are actually talking about. And 
if a Member of Congress walks in and 
they have been 1 minute or 5 minutes 
or 10 minutes out of the loop in their 
walk from their office and their watch-
ing their C–SPAN camera to come over 
here, the bill may have changed or a 
bill may have been temporarily de-
ferred. It might be a different one that 
is taken up. And in that transfer of 
that subject matter, they can’t know 
unless they walk over here and inter-
rupt the person or the staff and ask 
what are we discussing, what are we 
debating. What is happening. I thought 
I came over here to talk on H.R. 6, and 
instead I am over here on H.R. 3094. 

The reason that we don’t know that 
is because we don’t use the simplest of 
technology, a technology that at least 
when we vote puts the number of the 
bill up here on either end of the Cham-
ber, illuminates it on the wooden pan-
els so that you can see the vote that 
comes up. There is no technological 
reason, there is no procedural reason 

why we can’t just ask for the sunlight 
bill on finances, why we can’t just 
shine the light up on the wall, a sub-
ject matter that is being debated, the 
number of the bill that is being debated 
and the name and perhaps the number 
of the amendment that is also under 
discussion at the moment. That would 
allow anyone who comes in off the 
street to witness the debate and delib-
eration of the people’s House to imme-
diately sit down and understand what 
the debate is all about and understand 
what the amendment is and who has 
got the amendment up, and they will 
figure out then instantly who is the 
proponent, who is the opponent, and 
the process becomes more open. 

The simplest thing that should be 
nonpartisan, this very simple idea is 
not just my idea but an idea that is 
supported and endorsed by many. I 
would ask if we could submit this idea 
to the freshmen that have come in. 
Those who have come out of State leg-
islatures understand that the tech-
nology is there and has been there for 
years in State legislatures. When you 
walk into the chamber of a State 
House or a State Senate almost any-
where in the country, the subject of 
the bill is illuminated on the wall, the 
bill number is illuminated on the wall, 
the name of the person offering the 
amendment and the number of the 
amendment is offered on the wall with 
a short description of the bill, the 
amendment, so that the public can eas-
ily see what is going on, so that the 
members who are elected can walk in 
the room and instantaneously under-
stand the process that they have 
walked into and be able to pick up im-
mediately and engage in the process. 

b 1615 

That is part of the light that needs to 
be shined on this process, Madam 
Speaker. And I raise this issue up with 
this particular discussion because it 
happens to be something that is almost 
without cost. It should be absolutely 
bipartisan. In fact, it should be non-
partisan in its nature. Everyone who 
serves here should be interested in 
being able to have easy access to the 
process and the procedure we happen to 
be under. And it is something that al-
lows the people in the gallery to under-
stand what is happening. 

Right now, it could have ‘‘Special 
Order by King’’ on there. They could 
have a little clock on there to tell me 
how much time I have left before the 
gavel drops and my time has run and 
expired. 

But at this point I would ask the 
Speaker how much time I have remain-
ing. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
DEGETTE). The gentleman has 30 sec-
onds. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Oh, boy. The gen-
tleman will then immediately conclude 
my discussion, and I really appreciate 
that I have been able to bring it to that 
conclusion in exactly the 60 minutes 
that have been allowed. I appreciate 
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also the privilege in speaking to you, 
Madam Speaker. 

f 

RECESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 16 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 

f 

b 1845 

AFTER RECESS 
The recess having expired, the House 

was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. COOPER) at 6 o’clock and 
45 minutes p.m. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT TO TUESDAY, 
JANUARY 9, 2007 

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 10:30 a.m. on Tuesday next for 
morning hour debate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Colorado? 

There was no objection. 
f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to: 
Mr. BROWN of South Carolina (at the 

request of Mr. BOEHNER) for today and 
January 4 after 3:30 p.m. on account of 
the death of his daughter. 

Mr. BUYER (at the request of Mr. 
BOEHNER) for today on account of med-
ical reasons. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Ms. WOOLSEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SCHIFF, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. STUPAK, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SPRATT, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Ms. FOXX) to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material:) 

Mr. SHIMKUS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. FOXX, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at their own 

request) to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:) 

Mr. HUNTER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
f 

ADJOURNMENT 
Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 6 o’clock and 46 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Tuesday, Janu-
ary 9, 2007, at 10:30 a.m., for morning 
hour debate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

24. A letter from the Congressional Review 
Coordinator, APHIS, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Importation of Fruits and Vegetables 
[Docket No. 03-086-3] (RIN: 0579-AC23) re-
ceived December 19, 2006, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

25. A letter from the Director, Defense Pro-
curement and Acquisition Policy, Depart-
ment of Defense, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Defense Federal Acquisi-
tion Regulation Supplement; Labor Reim-
bursement on DoD Non-Commercial Time- 
and-Materials and Labor-Hour Contracts 
(DFARS Case 2006-D030) (RIN: 0750-AF44) re-
ceived December 14, 2006, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

26. A letter from the Chief Counsel/FEMA, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Changes 
in Flood Elevation Determinations [Docket 
No. FEMA-B-7474] received December 21, 
2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

27. A letter from the Chief Counsel/FEMA, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Final 
Flood Elevation Determinations — received 
December 21, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

28. A letter from the Chief Counsel/FEMA, 
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Final 
Flood Elevation Determination — received 
December 21, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

29. A letter from the Assistant to the 
Board, Federal Reserve Board, transmitting 
the System’s final rule — Electronic Fund 
Transfers [Regulation E; Docket No. R-1265] 
received December 15, 2006, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services. 

30. A letter from the Attorney, Office of 
Assistant General Counsel for Legislation 
and Regulatory Law, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Energy Conservation Program; Test Proce-
dures for Certain Consumer Products and 
Certain Commercial and Industrial Equip-
ment; Technical Amendment to Energy Con-
servation Standards for Certain Consumer 
Products and Certain Commercial and Indus-
trial Equipment [Docket No. EE-RM/TP-05- 
500] (RIN: 1904-AB53) received December 11, 
2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

31. A letter from the Regulations Coordi-
nator, Department of Health and Human 
Services, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Acquisition Regulations — re-
ceived December 20, 2006, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

32. A letter from the General Counsel, Fed-
eral Retirement Thrift Investment Board, 
transmitting the Board’s final rule — Court 
Orders and Legal Processes Affecting Thrift 
Savings Plan Accounts — received Sep-

tember 29, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

33. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Surface Mining, Department of the Interior, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
North Dakota Regulatory Program [SATS 
No. ND-049-FOR, Amendment No. XXXVI] re-
ceived December 15, 2006, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources. 

34. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule — 
Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico, 
and South Atlantic; Coastal Migratory Pe-
lagic Resources of the Gulf of Mexico and 
South Atlantic; Trip Limit Reduction [Dock-
et No. 001005281-0369-02; I.D. 112006D] received 
December 15, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

35. A letter from the Deputy Assistant Ad-
ministrator for Operations, NMFS, National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Magnuson-Stevens Act Provisions; Fisheries 
of the Northeastern United States; North-
eastern Multispecies Fishery; 2006 Georges 
Bank Cod Fixed Gear Sector Operations Plan 
and Agreement and Allocation of Georges 
Bank Cod Total Allowable Catch [Docket No. 
060808213-6300-02; I.D. 073106C] (RIN: 0648- 
AU56) received December 15, 2006, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

36. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries Off West Coast States; Pa-
cific Coast Groundfish Fishery; Specifica-
tions and Management Measures; Inseason 
Adjustments [Docket No. 051014263-6028-03; 
I.D. 112106B] received December 15, 2006, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources. 

37. A letter from the Senior Counsel, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule — Supplement to Jus-
tice Department Procedures and Council on 
Environmental Quality Regulations to En-
sure Compliance With the National Environ-
mental Policy Act [Docket No. USMS 101] 
(RIN: 1105-AB13) received December 12, 2006, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

38. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Air Tractor, Inc. Mod-
els AT-602, AT-802, and AT-802A Airplanes 
[Docket No. FAA-2006-24228; Directorate 
Identifier 2006-CE-22-AD; Amendment 39- 
14805; AD 2006-22-08] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
December 13, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

39. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Boeing Model 747-400, 
777-200, and 777-300 Series Airplanes [Docket 
No. 2000-NM-360-AD; Amendment 39-14789; AD 
2006-21-05] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received Decem-
ber 13, 2006, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure. 

40. A letter from the Program Analyst, 
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Pratt & Whitney 
JT8D-1, -1A, -1B, -7, -7A, -7B, -9, -9A, -11, -15, 
-15A, -17, -17A, -17R, -17AR, -209, -217, -217A, 
-217C, and -219 Turbofan Engines [Docket No. 
FAA-2006-25809; Directorate Identifier 2001- 
NE-30-AD; Amendment 39-14791; AD 2006-17- 
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